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THE

IVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

FACULTY SENATE MINUTES
1981 - 82
Volume 6

senate
January 28, 1982
TO:

Members of the Faculty Senate

FROM:

Anne J. ~ e c r e t a r y

SUBJECT:

Meeting of the Faculty Senate

The Faculty Senate will convene immediately following the
annual meeting of the General Faculty on Tuesday, February
~, 1982, in the Kiva . The general faculty meeting will
begin at 3:00 p.m. and the Senate will be called to order
no later than 4:00 p.m.
ALL SENATORS ARE URGED TO ATTEND BOTH MEETINGS.
The ·Senate agenda will include the following items:
(pp. 1-4)

(pp. 5-13)

1.

Summarized Minutes of December 8, 1981

2.

candidates for Degrees, Semester I,
1981-82 -- Representatives from Schools
and colleges

3.

Candidates for Honorary Degrees -- Professor Alan Reed

4.

committee Replacements -- Professor Connie
Thorson

5.

Operations committee Report -- Professor
Richard Williams
a) Ad hoc committee to develop procedures
for evaluation of administrators
b) General college Task Force

(p. 14)
(p. 14)

c) Ad hoc committee on copyright policy
d) Ad hoc committee to develop procedures
for senate review of degree appeals
e) Report on departmental reviews -- Professor J.D. Finley III for the Graduate
committee
f) Day for gubernatorial candidates

Page 2 - Senate Agenda 2/9/82
7.

curricula Committee Recommendations
Professor Colston Chandler

{pp. 15-19)

a) Nuclear Engineering Option

(pp. 20-22)

b} Microelectronics Processing Option

{p. 23)

8.

Recommendation by the ad hoc committee
to develop procedures for the Senate
review of degree appeals -- Professor
Garrett Flickinger

9.

Proposal from the Undergraduate Academic
Academic Affairs committee -- Professor
Charles Woodhouse

THE UNIVERSI TY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY SENATE MEETING
February · 9, 1982
(Sununarized Minutes)
The February 9, 1982 meeting of the Faculty Senate was
:alled to order by President Ric~ard Williams at 4:00 p. m.
in the Kiva and, by consent of the Senate, Robert
·
Burnson, reporter for the UNM Lobo, was admitted to the
meeting.
~ - -~The minutes of the meeting of December 8, 1981 were
approved by general consent.
Candidates for Degrees, Semester I, 1981-82. Sev eral
corrections having been noted, the candidates for degrees for Semester I, 1981-82, were approved as presented
by the various schools and colleges.
Honorary Degrees. Professor J. D. Finley III, for the
Senate Graduate Committee, noted that the Senate had
approved an honorary degree, Doctor of Humane Letters,
to be awarded to Professor Emeritus Frank Angel at the
1982 Commencement ceremony. He said that the Honorary
Degree Committee had no further recommendations t o bring
to the Senate.
Conunittee Assignments. Professor Connie Thorson, for t h e
Operations committee, recommended that Greg Candela, a
member of the faculty at the Valencia county Branch, be
assigned to the Admissions and Registration Committee,
and that James Ruppert, a faculty member at the Gallup
Branch, be assigned to the Undergraduate Academi c Affairs
Conunittee. The senate approved these assignments.
Legislative Report. Provost McAllister Hull made.the
following report on the current status of the legislative process as it affects the University:
-It was recommended by the House that 90% of t h e la~d
and permanent fund be applied to the general operating
budget of the university. The BEF and the LFC recomme~ded
that this be changed to 50%, or the 1979 level, and this
Passed the Senate.

\

-BEF recommended $6.4 million for the Student services
Building and there was no change in this recommendation
by either House or Senate.
-$5 million for science and engineering equipment has
passed the House.
-Funds for work study students was recommended at the
$1 million level and this was increased to $5 million
in the Senate.
-Funds for associate degree programs came out of the
house at $250,000 and this was confirmed by the Senate.
-The engineering technology program, begun last year
by the College of Engineering, calls for $400,000 for
equipment. Normally money for this equipment would come
from the land and permanent fund; however, the University
is now asking for support from local high technology
industries.
-The House recommended no funding for the Southwest
Hispanic Research Institute and the Senate added $120,000.
-The Medical School I & G was cut by $634,000 and the
Cancer Research and Treatment Center was increased $330,000.
-Formula improvements have gone through both the House
and Senate--about $500,000 in Instruction and about
$400,000 in General.
-BEF recommended 5% increase in in-state tuition and
10% increase in out-of-state tuition. House recommending
10% and 10% and Senate recommending 0% and 10%.
-Increase in salaries was recommended at 10% for faculty
and 12% for staff. House recommended 10% and 10% and
this has not been changed.
-$37,500 was deleted from the operations budget for
reduction in ticket prices for faculty to Popejoy Hall
and athletic events. The administration's position
is that the policy will not change.
-Funds for the Poison control Unit was cut by $35,000
by the House but this was restored by the Senate.
-The University will have access to $55,000 if 35% of
the athletic scholarships go to New Mexico residents.
Evaluation of Administrators. The ad hoc committee on
Evaluation of Administrators presented a draft of recommended

procedures. Professor Paul Hain, for the committee,
asked that Senators respond with comments about the
suggested procedures either in writing or by calling a
committee member. Hain stated that the committee planned
to hold an open meeting to allow for more faculty input
before the procedures were finalized.
General College Task Force. Professor William Coleman,
chairman of the General College Task Force, was unable
to attend the Senate meeting and President Williams said
that the Task Force has been divided into four subcommittees
to deal with the following areas (1) admissions requirements, (2) approval of course programs, (3) faculty
status, and (4) articulation with other branch colleges
in the state. The subcommittees will report to the
Task Force in March and a subsequent report will be made
to the Faculty Senate.
Ad Hoc Committees. President Williams announced that the
following persons have been appointed to the Ad Hoc
Committee on Copyright Policy: Richard Etulain (History),
Chair; Clinton Adams (Art); sc·o tt Burchiel (Pharmacy) ;
Robert Kelley (Anatomy); Robert Kline (Instr. Media &
SATE); Ann Scales (Law) and Peter Rask (University
Counsel~ ex-officio.
Williams also said that Garrett Flickinger and Robert
Schwartz, both members of the Law faculty, have been
appointed to the Ad Hoc committee to develop procedures
for the Senate review of degree appeals.
Departmental Reviews. Professor J. D. Finley III,
chairman of the senate Graduate Committee, reported that
money had been a problem in initiating departmental
reviews and last year only one department was evaluated.
This year the departments of Art,.counselor Educati~n,
and Music and the School of Architecture and Planning
are combi~ing the university review with their professional
accreditation evaluation. The Department of Computer
Science is also scheduled for evaluation.
As preparation for the reviews, the departments are asked
to submit a self-study document, and to propose names of
reviewers. The Graduate committee then approves the
reviewers.
The committee is now beginning to plan for next year's
reviews and Professor Finley asked that any department
wishing' to be evaluated get in touch with the Graduate
Committee.

Dean Charlene McDermott assured t h e Senat e that the
resu~ts ~f the.evaluations would be used by the adminis tration in making recommendations concerni ng those depart ments that have been reviewed.
Gubernatorial Candidates. President Will iams t o ld the
Senate that the Committee which was in charge o f Legis lators' Day is proposing that the e i ght gub erna torial
candidates be allowed to speak on campus Apri l 6 , 1982 ,
from 1:30 to 3:00 p.m. in Popejoy Hall. Pro f essor Hal
Rhodes will be moderator for the e v ent and Pre s ide nt
Davis has agreed to dismiss classes dur i n g that period .
He asked that senators submit quest i ons f o r the candidates to him so that an agenda may be p r epared . He
urged participation in this convocat ion t o show the
interest of the University in t h e politic a l p r o ces s .
Associate Provost Joel Jones said that he wo uld like
some response from the faculty about cancelling classes,
and he also said that he believed P res i d ent Davis
would apprec i ate input f rom t hose whose clas ses are
affected.
Some points which were raised dur i n g t he ens uing dis cussion were (1) the committee o f Five f e lt tha t cancelling classes was a misguided action a nd that the
desired attendance at t h e convocation would not be
realized; (2) perhaps a later time would be more desirable; (3) such action might be used agai ns t the University
because during that time it would "not be do ing its job";
(4) individual faculty members sh o uld have the o ption
to either dismiss or not dismiss c l ass; (5) s tudents
should be interested in such an e vent; (6) s uch action
could be potentially dangerous t o the Un ivers ity ' s
image.
Straw votes were taken to ascert ain if t he Senate favored
(1) cancelling classes from 1:00 p.m. to 3 : 00 P · ~ ·
.
(2) cancelling classes at 4:00 p. m., or (3) .le~ting individual faculty decide whether.or not.t o di s mi ss classes .
The vote was in favor of the t hird opt ion above .
Nuclear Engineering option. P 7ofessor Col~ t o n Chandler,
chairman of the curricu la committee, expl a ined that
.
because of the ambigui t y in wo rding o f a Se nate resolution
passed on November 14 , 1978, it was unclear whether or not
the Nuclear Engineering option within t~e.Bac~elor of
Engineering program required sen a t e r a t 1 f~ cat1on • . The
Curricula committee and the senat e Operatio n s committee

4

decided that in order to avoid possible controversy, the
Senate should formally approve this option with the
understanding that Senate ratification would mean retroactive approval of all degrees awarded under this program.
The Senate approved the option as presented.
Microelectronics Processing Option. Professor Chandler
also said that the Curricula Committee recommended that
the Senate approve a new program, within the Bachelor
of Engineering Program--the Microelectronics Processing
Option as presented in the agenda. This option is the
only one of its kind in the United States and it emphasizes
electrical engineering, chemistry, mathematics, physics,
and communication skills.
The Senate approved the option as presented.
Student Appeals. Professor Garrett Flickinger said that
the Ad Hoc committee on Appellate Procedures and Processes
was formed by President Williams as a result of information
from the University counsel's office that a student might
seek an appeal to the Faculty Senate claiming improper
denial of a degree by a college. He stated that the
Senate first must decide whether or not it has the
jurisdiction to hear such an appeal.
(A report prepared
by the Committee was distributed.)
After a brief discussion the Senate approved the following motion:
Under the Faculty Constitution and the rules
governing the authority of the Faculty
Senate,- the authority for determining which
students shall be recommended as candidates
for degree rests with the faculties of the
individual schools and colleges.
Undergraduate Academic Affairs Co~ittee • . At the request
of the undergraduate Academic Affairs ~ommittee, the.
Senate approved expanding the membership of the Committee
to include a faculty member from a UNM branch campus.
The meeting adjourned at 5:10 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

~~

Anne J. Brown, Secretary

s

January 25, 1982
To:

Distribution List

From:

Leon E. Grif~irman, Senate Ad Hoc
Committee orf"Evaluation Procedures
For Central Administrators

Subj:

ATTACHED DRAFT OF RECOMMENDED PROCEDURES

The attached draft contains recormnended procedures
for the evaluation of central administrators. It has been
formulated by the Senate Ad Hoc Committee which was assigned
this responsibility during the October, 1981 meeting of the
Faculty Senate.
The specific charge to this committee was to develop
procedures for evaluation of central administrators. It
~hould be emphasized that this is a draft and any additional
input from concerned individuals will be welcome. Following
are the names of the Ad Hoc Committee Members:
Leon E. Griffin, HPER - Chairman
Paul Hain, Political Science
Fred Hart, Law
Ellen Goldberg, Medical School
Joel Jones, Administration
Chester Travelstead, Provost Emeritus - Ex Officio

leg: j s
Attach.
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January 25, 1982

DR A F T

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS
(Submitted by the Ad Hoc Cormnittee on Evaluation)
The Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluation appointed by the
Faculty Senate to develop procedures for the evaluation of
central administrators makes the following recommendations
for the consideration of the Faculty Senate, President Davis,
and others in the central administration of the University .
1.

The office and individual performance of every
UNM administrator listed immediately below

should be evaluated periodically - at least once
every five years:
President

Provost

Vice Presidents

Associate Provosts

Academic Deans

Personnel Deans
and

All other deans and directors who report directly
to any of these administrators (See organizational
chart in Faculty Handbook)
2.

The purpose of these evaluations is twofold:
a.

To determine the effectiveness of the
administrator and the office for which
he/she is responsible; and

b.

To help improve the performance of the
administrators and the service of his/her
office.

- 2 -

3.

Every evaluation must be initiated and coordinated
only by the person or group in the U.N.M. organization
to which the administrator being evaluated reports.
(For example, the President of the University reports
to the Regents, the Provost and Vice Presidents
report to the President, etc.)

4.

All specific information and assessments collected
and used in connection with these evaluations must
be handled on a strictly confidential basis.

5.

All persons and constituent groups involved in these
evaluations or who are directly affected by the performance of administrators and offices being evaluated
should be kept informed about procedures used, progress
being made, and any general outcomes connected with
the evaluation. (This recorrrrnendation is not incompatible
with #4 immediately above, if the information reported
to others is in general terms and in summary form)

6.

Any decisions made or action taken as a result of these
evaluations must be done only by the person or group
to which the administrator

being evaluated reports.

Such decisions should be made, however, only after
appropriate consultation with others affected and after
full discussion with the administrator whose individual
performance and office have been evaluated.

(For

example, only the President is authorized to make such

7

- 3 -

decisions about the Provost and the Vice Presidents ,
and only the Provost and the respective Vice Presidents
may make decisions and take action about persons
reporting to them.)
7.

This recommended process of formal evaluation of
administrators and the offices for which they are
responsible should begin no later than the early fall
of 1982, and in order to demonstrate that definite
progess is being made, at least four evaluations should
be completed during the 1982-83 academic year.

8.

Each evaluation should be designed and carried out in a
manner most appropriate for the particular position
being evaluated. Since the various positions and persons
holding them are so different, they should not all be
subjected to a uniform evaluation. For this reason, no
specific evaluation instrument is being recommended by
the Ad Hoc Conrrnittee on Evaluation. It is expected,
however, that some kind of instrument will be used in
every evaluation.
In some cases

1

detailed checklists related to the duties

and responsibilities of the office and person being
evaluated might be used; in others, those responsible
for planning and carrying out a particular evaluation
may feel that open-ended questions would best suit the
purpose.

And in many situations interviews or use

11
•

...

V

- 4

of outside consultants may be considered.
In spite of the need for flexibility, the Ad Hoc
Committee strongly urges that all evaluations of
U.N.M. administrators be guided by a few basic
principles, some of the more important of which
are listed below:
(a)

The person (and office) being evaluated
should be made aware in advance that the
evaluation will take place, what its
purposes are, and what use will be made
of its results;

(b)

The person or (group in the case of the
Regents evaluating the President) initiating
and coordinating the evaluation should
assemble a committee made up of administrators
and faculty members to assist with the
evaluation, the faculty members to be
designated by the Faculty Senate in the same
manner faculty members are assigned to regular
Senate committees, and the administrators
to be selected by the person or group responsib le
for setting up and carrying out the evaluation.
This person should also select the committee's
chairperson, who could be either an administrator
or a faculty member.

q

- 5 -

The gene~al charge to such a committee would be
to collect relevant information, solicit and give
consideration to feedback received from selected
individuals and constituent groups affected, and
to make all this information, along with its own
recommendations, available to the person (or group)
coordinating the evaluation.
The size of such a committee should, for very
practical reasons, be relatively small, and its
composition will vary, according to the position
being evaluated.
(c) The questions to which persons are asked to respond
in connection with an evaluation should be related
as closely as possible to the job description of
the particular administrative position under review.
(d) Every evaluation should include suggested ways by
which the performance of the individual and the service
of the office for which he/she is responsible can be
improved.

9.

Evaluations of u .N.M. administrators should be scheduled
well in advance and carried out at times not directly
connected with an emergency or crisis facing the persons
and offices being evaluated.

/0

- 6 -

10.

In order to implement recommendations #1 and #9 previously
cited, the following action is recommended by the Ad Hoc
Committee:
(a)

Beginning in August, 1982 and continuing
through the first semester of the 1982-83
academic year, one administrator in each of
the following four categories should be
evaluated.

For example, the four listed

below are recorrnnended:
Administrator
To Be Evaluated

Category

Person to Initiated and
Coordinate the Evaluation

Vice Presidents

John Perovich

President Davis

Associate Provosts

Joel Jones

Provost Hull

Academic Deans

William Huber

Assoc. Provost Jones

Personnel Deans

Karen Glaser

Vice Pres. Johnson

(b)

As soon as feasible, some person in the Office
of the Provost should be appointed (1) to help
expedite the scheduling and implementation of
the evaluations to be completed during the 1982-83
year; and (2) to keep records of evaluations
completed and related actions taken during the
next three years.

Cc)

· January, 1983 or no later
Beginning eit h er in
than August, 1983, and continuing into the first
semester of 1983-84, one administrator listed

II

- 7

~

(c) continued
in each

of

the four categories should be

evaluated, in accordance with the guidelines

Category

set forth in this report.
Person or Group To
Initiated and Coordinate
Administrator To
The
Evaluation
Be Evaluated

President

William Davis

The Regents

Vice Presidents

Marvin Johnson

President Davis

Assoc . Provosts

Joseph Scaletti

Provost Hull

Directors (Personnel) Phillip Alarid

John Perovich

11 . Finally, the Ad Hoc Committee recommends that additional
evaluations of U.N.M. administrators be scheduled and carried
out as soon as feasible, such scheduling to be worked out
cooperatively by President Davis and his designee and appropriate
representatives of the Faculty Senate. It is recommended that
additional scheduling be completed by December, 1982.

As an example of the diversity and.large ~lll:1ber of constituent
groups affected by one administrative position at U:N.M., see
the attached list related to the office of the ~resident. The
list for other positions would, of course, be different .

/1-,

.

I

Evaluation of Administrators at UNM
dministrator
to be
. .valuated

Indi~iduals and Constituent Groups to be
Considered and Possibly Involved in~h~
Evaluation
~ ~-

UNM Groups

resident of
f the

niversi t
Board of Regent s
Since the Board i s r esponsible for appointing
and terminating the employment of .. the .. President, · .
it is also responsible for initiating and· coordi- :. :
nating periodic.evaluations :of ·±he President~s =
performance . ·
Vice Presidents and Provost
Deans and Directors
Faculty
Students
Administrative Staff Reporting Directly to the
President, including :
Director, Affinnative Action Programs
Director, Intercollegiate . Athletics
Director, Public Info.rmation
University Secretary
University Counsel
Groups Outside the University _
Governor of New Mexico
New Mexico Legislature
Board of Educational Finance
Presidents of Other New Mexico Universities
Presidents of Other State Universities in the Region
Federal Government Officials
Public School Officials in New Mex~co, including
the State Superintendent of Public Instruction
UNM Alumni Association
The News Media (Television, Radio, and Newspapers)
Parents of UNM students and Other Taxpayers in
New MexiC()
Business and Industry, including the Greater
Albuquerque Chamber of Commerce

/3

II THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
DATE,

January 28, 1982

Faculty Senate

~
M:

&.'B!Ecr,

Richard Williams, ~President
Ad Hoc Committee

The following persons have been appointed to the Ad Hoc
Committee on Copyright Policy:
Richard Etulain (History), Chair
Clinton Adams (Art)
Scott Burchiel (Pharmacy)
Robert Kelley (Anatomy)
Robert Kline (Instr. Media & SATE)
Ann Scales (Law)
Peter Rask (Univ. Counsel) Ex-officio
Garret Flickinger, Chair, and Robert Schwartz, bot h membe rs
of the Law faculty, have been appointed to the Ad Hoc
Committee to develop procedures for the Senate review of
degree appeals.
AJB/dc

!4-

II THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
DATE,

January 28, 1982

Faculty Senate
Curricular Committee
~ .

Nuclear Engineering Option
Because of the ambiguity in wording of a Senate resolution
passed on November 14, 1978, it was unclear whether or not
the Nuclear Engineering Option within the Bachelor of Engineering
program required Senate ratification.
The Curricular Committee and the Senate Operations Committee
have decided that in order to avoid possible controversy, the
Senate should formally approve this option. It is understood
that Senate ratification will mean retroactive approval of all
degrees awarded under this program.
AJB/dc

,s

FORM C
REQUEST FOR NEW PR.OGRAM*

DEPARTMENT PREPA..'C'{ES IN DUPLICATE
Routing (both copies):
College Dean
..q_,?.7
Graduate Dean (if graduate credit)
Curricula Committee Chairman
Vice Preside•t for Academic Affa!r~
Registrar
Registrar keeps original, sending carbon
to Department Chairman.

(Use separate form for each

request. Attach extra sheets
if needed.)

From Department or Division of __c_h_em_i_·_c_a_l_a_n_d_N_u_c_l_e_a_r_E_n_g_i_n_e_e_r_i_n_g___ Date -1!.ovember 27, 197:

---- New Degree

~--=X____ New Major

New Minor

- - - - - - Change of requirements for existing degree, major, or minor.
Give title of new or revised program below and state degree requirements
appear in the catalog:

as thev

shouicl

This request is for a new option "Nuclear Engineering!! within the Bachelor
of Engineering program of the College of Engineering. Catalog requirements are
given on the attached pages.

RECEIVED
MAY 171979
U. N. M.

.

..,Co11ege Of Enc,ineer1ng
c
;New degree, new major, major revision in existing program, or new minor affecting two
...Qr more colleges.

Reasons for request:
titled "nuclear
have majored in
s 1 a program aimed
ess on when proposed

At the present time there is no undergraduate degree specifically
engineering." Those students interested in nuclear engineering
other fields and taken electives in nuclear. Many would prefer
specifically at nuclear engineering.
change would become effective: ______.F._a__l__l...._1__9_79__________

Budgetary implications:

No new courses are required. The curriculum meshes well
· With existing undergraduate and graduate courses in nuclear and other engineering
M
fields.
ig_ht this change impinge in any significant way on other established departmental programs?
If
Yes
No _ .......x__-:--_
Yes, have you resolved these issues with department involved?
"- ~ , 1 , { j },4,..

&ati<l ,

oepatnentChairman

Date
Approved by Graduate Dean
(wh'e n necessary)
PProved by Curricula Committe~

J t/

Date - - - - - - - : - - - - - - - - -

--~.-hr-P~)/l---z,/;J j-'!'1
1
Jtt~
Date ---1----+-+-+---'· -------

'A

-~PProved bY Vice President
for Academic Affairs
' PProved b

/ Z. · I ~/.

~

"--=
//

1

Chairman
/}

£.. ~- / k'ro-4:1 .(

~~
Date _1-....1.~....;.::.~-4~,f:;.,.._________

1

Y General Facu~-~ --------------------~Date~----------------------

l'he University of New Mexico

~ -- Crevtaed 10/15/70-lw)

/

(p
-A

ft THE UNIVERSI'!'Y OF NEW MEXICO
DATE:

November 28, 1978

William A. Gross, Dean, College of Engineering

i

f M:
11Ecr.

E. James Davis, Chairman, Chemical & Nuclear Engineering Dept .

c4"~

Proposed Nuclear Engineering Option for a Bachelor of Engineering Degree
We are proposing the establishment of a Nuclear Engineering option
within the existing Bachelor of Engineering program. There have been
many requests from students in the Energy and Power option and in other
fields that we offer a Bachelors degree specifically designated "nuclear".
We estimate that there would be about ten graduates per year in such
a program.
Key features of the new program are:
1.

We will be able to offer a degree specifically tailored for
those students interested in nuclear engineering.

2.

No new courses are required, although some e~~sting courses
"wil;J.. re<Juire r~mumbering. I \.!Md-e. ~{.i........d
.
-+C,"+ Ne i,~f

3.

tv-1 1 ,

~+- 01\ ( qdl\ c ~ I i,t.t'..c..,.. a.,,rk ,~
The program will'.'. mesh well w'il.h -the existing co'1i5.J.e structure

I ~~ c"-4A c e d

p

c ~'"

'1c

for graduate nuclear engineering degrees.

4.

Students would take a total of 30 semester hours of nuclear
engineering courses. This amouny is comparable to what is
of.fered at several other colleges for B. S. and B. E, degrees
in nuclear engineering.

The appropriate Form C and revised catalog material are attached.
Would you please approve them and send them to the University Curricula
Committee. Form A's for renumbering a few courses are being processed
separately.
EJD:kg

RECEIVED
DEC 1 1978
U. N. }t.
College Of Engineering

17
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NUCLEAR ENGINEERING OPTION
The Nuclear Engineering Option is a program of study which prepares
a student for a career in fields ranging from commercial nuclear power
systems and the use of radioisotopes in science, industry and medicine
to research and development in advanced fission and fusion systems.
Starting with a broad base of engineering science and mathematics, the
four year curriculum includes both theoretical and laboratory courses
which not only provide an understanding of fundamental concepts, but
also provide exposure to the type of careers available to graduates.
The degree program includes nine semester hours of upper division
nuclear engineering electives which will be selected in consultation
with an academic advisor.

At least one of the following courses must

be taken as an N.E. elective:

NE 411, NE 435, or NE 480.

,,

CURRICULUM IN NUCLEAR ENGINEERING OPTION
AJ! ' :

Hours required for graduation: 130*
SECOND YEAR

FOURTH YEAR

First Semester

First Semester
Cr.

Math 264 Calculus III

Physics 161 Gen
Physics 1631 Gen Lab
CE 202 Engr Statics
EECS 203 Intro to EE I
Econ 200 Prin & Prob

4
3
l

3
3
3
17

Hrs.
Lect.-Lab
(4-0)

(3-0)
(0-3)
(3-0)
(3-0)
(3-02

ChE 450 Chem Eng Econ
ChNE 451 Senior Seminar
NE 410 Nucl React Theory I
NE 485 Cont Thermonuclear
React
f NE Elective
H&SS Elective

Cr.

Hrs.
Lect.-Lab

3

(3-0)

l

(1-0)

3

(3-0)

3
3
3

(3-0)
(3-0)
(3-0)

16

(16- 0)

3
2
3
3
3
3

(1- 6)
(1-3)
(3- 0)
(3-0)
(3- 0)
(3-0)

17

(14-9)

(16-3)

Second Semester
Second Semester
Math 316 App Ord Diff Eq

Physics 262 Gen
Physics 2641 Gen Lab
ChE 252 Intro Trans Phen
NE 330 Intro Nucl Engr
·Communications Elective

3
3
3

(3-0)
(3-0)
(0-3)
(3-0)
(3-0)
(3-0)

16

(15-3)

3
3
l

NE 4131 Nucl Engr Lab I

ChNE 492 Undergrad Prob
1" NE Elective

t

Tech Elective
H&SS Elective
:j:; Elective

·· THIRD YEAR

First Semester
Cr.

I

Math 312 Adv Engr Ma th I

Hrs.
Lect.-Lab

3
~hysics 330 Atomic/Nuc Phys 3
hE or ME 301 Thermo
3
ChE 311 Unit Ops I (Heat
Trans)
3
NE 420 Fund cf Nucl Engr
3

(3-0)
(3-0)
(3-0)

15

(15-0)

2
3

(0-6)
(3-0)
(1-6)
(3-0)

(3-0)
(3-0)

Second Semester

Ch£ 3141 Chem Engr Lab I
~hE 370 Engr Matl Science
~~ 4231 Rad Meas & Anal
' Elective
,li&ss Elective
Elective

3
3
3
3

17

(3-0)

(3-0)
(13-12)

:t-Unrestricted elective
-r-Technical electives and NE electives
will be developed in consultation with
an option advisor to comprise a meaningful
sequence for specialization.
*Reduced for students placed ahead in
freshman mathematics and/or English.

FORM C
.MAJOR A~D MINOR CURRICULAR CHANGES

1.
2.
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Major
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Minor
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Concentration
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existing degree
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existing major
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existing concentration
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Year
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New Program, Unique at UNM
Bache lor of Engineering

Microelectronics Processing Optio n
Microelectronics is one of the mos t exci ting fields for
the 1980s . It has been responsible for the "computer revolution" ,
microprocessors , hand-held calculators , TV game s, and many
other familiar items . Many more useful and importan t application s
are expected in the 1980 s. As the microelectronics industry
expand s its capabilities to produce very larg e scale integrated
circuits with millions of transistors in a single package ,
there i s a growing need fo r a specia li zed typ e of enginee r~
the microelectronic s processing enginee r. These individual s
are responsible for developing and sustaining the processes
used in the fabrication of integra t e d circuit s . The need fo r
skilled engineer s will continue to increase as the size of the
patterns decreases .
In response to the need s of the microelectronics industry ,
The College of Engineering at Th e University of New Mexic o
ha s established a new curriculum under the Bachelor of Enginee ring degree . This new program , called the Microelectroni cs
Processing Option , is the only one of its kind in the United
States . It emphasizes electrical engineering and chemistry ,
as Well as mathematics , physics , and communication skill s .
A survey of the integrated circuits industry indicate s
tha t there are going to be 3000 job openings for entry level
microelectronic s processing engineers in the next 5 years .
The program at the University of New Mexico will attempt to
Provid e graduates to fil l some of these positions .

:LI

The proposed curriculnm is

In e
l i s t e d below.

The Fre shr;Jan Year:
First Semester
CHEU 121L General Chemistry
ENGL 101
Writing with Readings in
Exposition
rnGR 115L Intro to Engineering
ENGR 122L Intro to Engineering J.lethods
J,LA.TH 162
Calculus I

Second S eme st er
Chem 122L General Chemistry
ENGL 102
Writing with Readings in
Literature
l,IATH 163
Calculus II
Engineering Co~puter Methods
~GR 120
General Physics
PHYS 160

~
}-)

First

4

3
1
3
4
15

Tot a 1

4
3

4
3
3

17

Total
The Sophomore Year:
Fi r st S em e s t er
t~TH 316
Differential Equations
PHYS 161
General Physics
EECE 203
Circuits I
EECE 238L Computer Logic Design
CTIHI 253L Qu2ntitative .Analysis

.Tu.o i-or

3
3
3

4

Year:
Semester

EECE 323

Introduction to Digital

EECE 325L
CBEJ.l 301
CHE!.! 303L
MATH 345
EECE 361

Electronics
Electronics Lab I
Organic Chemistry
Organic Chem Lab
Statistical J.lethodology
Fields and Waves I

Tot al
Second Semester
CHE 301
The rm ociynam i cs
CE
202
Engineering Stitics
ME
350
Engineering Econo@y
EE 1,13 t er i a 1 s a o d Devi c es
EECE 371
llUEJanities or Social Sciences Elective
Tot a 1
The Senior Year:
First Semester
CBE?,! 315
Introductory Physical
Chemistry
Math 44 1
Probability and its
Application s
EECE 344L J.!i croproce ssors
H~anities or Social Sciences Elective
Un.restricted Electi ve

Second Sei:;iester

EECE 206L

Tot al

1
3
3

15

3
3
3

4
3

16

4
3
4
3
3

4

Tot al

PHYS 262
EECE 213
CilE 252

2
3

17

17

Tot a 1

J.iATil 26 4

3

Calculus I I I
General Physics
Circuits II
Introduction to TraDsport
Phenomena
Electr. Eng. Lab I

4
3
4
3
2
16

Second S emes ter
EECE 4 72
Microelectronics
EECE 4 76L IC Fabrication Laboratory
EECE 491
Problems (Lab Internship)
~GL 219
Technical Writing
or
SPDI 150L Pub 1 i c S :re akin g
Sun;anities or Social Sciences Elective
Un.restricted Elective
Total

3
2
3

3

3
3
17

~

.j
Gren d Tot a 1

13 0

~

-

II THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
D ATE,

January 28, 1982

Faculty Senate
M,

!BJECT,

Undergraduate Academic Affairs Committee
Committee Membership
Since the UAAC is frequently involved with branch campus
activities, it has been recommended that committee membership
be expanded to include one branch campus faculty member.
The Senate is asked to approve this change in membership
which will change wording in the Faculty Handbook (Page A-24)
as follows:

(Fe~~~eea Fifteen faculty members, including the chairperson, nominated by the Faculty Senate as follows:
four from the College of Arts and Sciences, two each
from the Colleges of Education and Engineering , and
one each from the School of Architecture and Planning,
the College of Fine Arts, the General Library, the
School of Management, the College of Nursing, aaa the
College of Pharmacy, and~ UNM Branch Campus. Also one
representative from the Admissions and Registration
Committee, ex officio.)
AJB/dc

23

MEMORANDUM
February 3, 1982
TO:

The Faculty Senate

FROM:

The Ad Hoc Committee on Appellate Procedures and Processes

This committee was formed by President Richard Williams as a result of information from the University Counsel's office that a student might seek an
appeal to the University Senate claiming improper denial of a degree by a college.

The committee addressed two questions:

first, whether the Senate had

jurisdiction to hear such an appeal and, second, what kind of procedures should
be followed if the Senate did assume that jurisdiction.
I.

Does the Senate Have Jurisdiction to Hear Appeals by Students of
the Denial of a Degree Recommendation?

The Faculty Constitution, Sec. 2, states that the responsibilities of the
University faculty (which have been delegated to the Faculty Senate by the University Faculty) include among them the following:

"The right of review and final

action in regard to ..•. (4) Requirements for admission and graduation .•.. (5}
Approval of candidates for degrees ••.• " (or under the new proposed section 2:
II

··· authority and responsibility to approve ..• policies and actions of a spe-

cifically academic character, such as ... degree and graduation requirements,
cand1· dates for degree ...• "l

· f or estab These two sections would bet h e b as1s

li 3 hing authority in the Faculty Senate to hear an appeal from a college's
denial of a degree recommendation.
II

To "review and take final action" on the

approval of candidates for degree" (or have "authority and responsibility to

approve") includes its reverse side, the rig h t to review
·
Proval.

1·

n cases of nonap -

When the Senate approves candidates for degrees, it assumes the college

has properly determined that . each has fulfilled the requirements for such

··-----~--·---

-·

·-

- -·

13
degree.

Certainly if the Senate were to discover that a candidate had not

satisfied such requirements, it not only could but should deny the degree despite the college's recommendation.

The corollary of this power would be that

the Senate could likewise grant a degree where the college had erred in denying
a reconnnendation if the student had in fact satisfied the requirements.

Further-

more, since the Faculty Senate must approve the requirements for graduation,
it has the general right to ensure that those recommendations have been met.
The Senate thus would have the right to approve the granting of a degree when it
determines, in fact, that these requirements have been met even if the college
did not recommend the student for degree.

Although all legal authority in every

University matter rests ultimately with the Regents, the Regents have appropriately delegated the resolution of academic matters to the faculty.

Since the

nature of degree requirements, and the question of their fulfillment, are academic matters, it seems reasonable that a determination of whether a degree
should be awarded be within the power of the faculty.
On the other hand, the reference regarding approval for degrees uses the
term "candidates" and it could be said that no one is a candidate for degree
until recommended by his or her college.

Furthermore, it is unclear how the

academic expertise of the faculty could be appropriately applied to review a
college's decision that a student should not be awarded a degree by that college.

For example, the academic expertise of the general faculty could not very

adequately review an architecture student's competence in that area or a medical
student's qualification to practice his profession.

These questions might be

properly left to the faculties of architecture and medicine.

If that were the

case, the issue open to the faculty on appeal from a decision of the college
not to award a degree would be whether or not the student had me~ the degree
requirements as officially promulgated and approved.

2.

The size and experience

3
of the Faculty Senate may make it particularly inadequate in serving this
quasi-judicial function.
Thus, while the Faculty Constitution can be construed to impose jurisdiction upon the faculty to review a college's determination not to award a student
a degree, the committee believes that such a reading might not have been intended by those who drafted the constitution, and thus would constitute an
abuse of the faculty's expertise.
II.

Procedures for Appeals, If Taken

In the event that the Senate desires to accept such appeal, the Ad Hoc
CoI1D11ittee wishes to propose the following procedures to ensure fairness to the
student and the college.
(12

Within five days of receipt of a written appeal to the President

of the Faculty Senate from a student who has exhausted all remedies available
within the college, the President shall appoint a hearing panel consisting of
three senators and a legal officer, who shall be a neutral attorney selected
either from the law school senators or from the Albuquerque Bar.

(2}

The hearing panel shall immediately request from the student and

the college a statement of the facts and a complete copy of the student's academic records, including the student's transcript.

The hearing panel shall also

rev·iew any transcript of any nearing conducted by the college.
receive additional evidence either party wishes to present.

It shall also

Unless the hearing

Panel believes other forms of evidence are required under the circumstances of
the case, all evidence will be submitted in written form.
(31

The hearing panel shall review the statements presented by the

Parties, the academic records of the student, and any other evidence submitted,
and discuss all such evidence.
the facts.

The hearing panel shall then prepare a draft of

This draft of the facts shall be presented to the parties for com-

3.

38
ment.

Within five days of receipt of the draft .statement, the parties may sub-

mit to the panel any written comments on the draft statement.

The panel shall

then issue a final statement of the facts, which shall be forwarded, together with
a copy of the student's academic record, to the Operations Committee for distribution to eacn individual senator.

The statement of fac ts and the academic record

submitted snall be regarded as confidential information by each senator and
shall be returned to the secretary of the Senate immediately upon completion of
the hearing before the Senate as a whole.
(4)

The statement of facts prepared by the hearing panel shall be the

only evidence upon which the Senate may base a determination of the appeal.

No

new evidence may be submitted by either party after the final statement of facts
is issued unless that evidence could not have been discovered before the statement of facts was issued.

If the legal officer finds that new evidence should

be considered by the panel after its final statement has been issued, the legal
officer shall reconvene the panel and allow it to amend the statement it issued.
())

Upon receipt from the hearing panel of the statement of facts,

the Operations Committee shall put the student's appeal on the agenda for the
next regularly scheduled Senate meeting, provided that the statement and accompanying documents can be delivered to each senator at least 72 hours prior to
that meeting.
(6}

At the scheduled meeting of the Senate, when the regular business

of the Senate is complete, the President of the Senate shall direct all nonSenators to leave the meeting and the Senate shall consider whether or not the
student has in fact met the requirements for a degree as established by the college and approved by the Senate.

During the discussion, the legal officer shall

act as parliamentarian to keep the discussion to the issue properly before the
Senate.

Both parties to the appeal shall have the right to present written [and

4.

oral]* statements to the Senate on this issue, but neither party shall be entitled to Be present or participate in the discussion and debate before the
Faculty Senate.

[This shall not, however, preclude the Senator(s) elected from

such college from entering into the discussion and voting on the issue as Senators.]*

[No senator who participated in the decision from which the appeal is

taken may participate in the Senate discussion or vote upon the issue.]*
(71

The decision of the Senate, taken by normal vote, shall be the

final determination of the issue.

-----

*Alt ernative proposals upon whJ.·ch the committee is unable to agree.
5.

